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Rope-Snake analogy in Advaita — Authenticity 


Purvapaksha (Visishtadvaitin): The famous rope-snake analogy, used by Advaitins, is not an 
authentic or appropriate analogy used in Vedanta. 
Siddhanta (Advaitin): First of all, please provide reference where Swami Ramanujacharya or 


Swami Vedanta Desikan has questioned the appropriateness of rope-snake analogy. 


Purvapaksha: But, rope-snake analogy is not found in the 10 major Upanishads or BrahmaSutra 
(BS) or SrimadBhagavadGita (SBG) 

Siddhanta: Indeed; but so what? It is found in several other Upanishads considered authentic 
amongst the 108 Upanishads. 

Purvapaksha: Perhaps so, but it is still not found in the 10 major Upanishads. The rest of the 
Upanishads are only considered as minor and may well be considered as less authentic or non- 
authentic. 

Siddhanta: Beyond the arbitrary categorization as major or minor (based on the bhashyas 
written by eminent acharyas) what makes the other Upanishads non-authoritative or less 
authoritative? All 108 Upanishads as listed in the Muktika Upanishad are considered as 
authentic. They are all part of apaurusheya eternal Vedas. Are you suggesting that A) these 
other Upanishads are not at all part of Vedas (hence not Vedanta)? Or B) that these are later 
manual extrapolation written by more recent human authors? Or C) that certain sections of 
Vedas are invalid / incorrect and certain sections alone are valid? Or D) that only analogies and 
reference that are present in the 10 major Upanishads or BS or SBG should alone be used? 

If A) please demonstrate that these Upanishads are not Vedanta or part of Vedas. By very 
definition, ‘Vedanta’ means that these are part of Vedas. 

If B) then this implies Vedas, as a whole, is not apaurusheya or eternal. If certain sections alone 
are to be consider as manual extrapolation, why not certain other sections too be considered as 


extrapolation? This then results in questioning the authenticity and validity of Vedas as a whole. 


If C) then Vedas are subject to criticism and faults since some sections of teachings are then 
invalid / incorrect. With such a blemish, Vedas lose their sacred authenticity. 

If D) then the various references to other aranyakas or samhitas within Sruti as well as the 
references to puranas and itihasas would also be invalid; which is not a desirable position from 
your perspective as well. 

Therefore, it is established that the rope-snake analogy not being found in the 10 major 


Upanishads or BS or SBG is not a blemish at all. 


Purvapaksha: But this analogy is seen to be present in Buddhist philosophy. Therefore, it has 
been borrowed by Advaita acharyas from Buddhism. 

Siddhanta: The rope-snake analogy, being present in the eternal apaurusheya Vedanta, why 
cannot it be possible that Buddhists had initially borrowed this from Vedas? What proof do you 
have that this is not the case, and that Buddhists were the first to come up with this analogy? 
Even if it is believed that somehow Buddhists were the originators of this analogy, what is wrong 
if Vedantins were to borrow this analogy, as long as it aligns with the Vedantic principles? Swami 
Sankaracharya has explicitly stated that even from other sampradhayams, those concepts that 
do not go against the Vedantic principles are accepted. Only those concept that are against the 
Vedantic principles are rejected. Swami Sankaracharya has consistently explained several 
prasthanatraya statements by leveraging the rope-snake analogy. Therefore, the rope-snake 
analogy which aligns with Advaita Vedantic principles, as well as being found in other Vedantic 
scriptures is indeed valid. This is also established by the use of this analogy in various puranas as 
well as Mandukya Karika written by Swami Gaudapadacharya clearly predating Swami 


Sankaracharya. 


Purvapaksha: But the Mandukya Karika itself is said to have dubious roots. It is generally 
believed that the Karikas are not part of the Upanishad. 
Siddhanta: Perhaps. But why does that matter? The contention is not whether the Karikas are 


part of the Upanishad or not. It is accepted by all that it predates Swami Sankaracharya. 


Purvapaksha: Yes, it predates; but since the analogy is only mentioned by another person it may 
not be accepted as authoritative. 

Siddhanta: Not so. Swami Gaudapadacharya, the author of the Karikas is considered as one of 
the highest acharyas expounding Advaita Vedanta and is treated with utmost reverence. His 
words are same as the words of a tattvadarshi jnani. Hence accepted as a shabda pramana. The 


analogy becomes authoritative as well. 


Purvapaksha: But the analogy doesn’t have Sruti pramana. Therefore, it is not considered as 

authoritative. 

Siddhanta: Firstly, it has been established that this analogy is found amongst 108 Upanishads 
which are all considered as part of Vedas. Secondly, upamana as an independent pramana is 

accepted by Advaitins. As the upamana is aligned with the scriptures and supports it, it is 


accepted as a valid pramana. 


Siddhanta (conclusion): Therefore, in all perspectives, rope-snake analogy is a valid analogy in 


the explanation of Brahman appearing as the world of plurality. 
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